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STUDENT PLACEMENT STUDY: 1985-86 STATE-FUNDED 
COMPENSATORY/REMEDIAL PROGRAM EVALUATION 



PLACEMENT REPORT 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The 1985-86 school year is the fourth one for which the promotion/ 
retention rates of students participating in the Louisiana Basic Skills 
Test (BST) have been reported. This report examines promotion rates in 
grades 2 through 5 from 1980 to 1985. The major conclusions are offered 
below with the warning that missing datd (not all school systems 
reported the grade placement of students qualifying for compensatory/ 
remedial services) could limit their generalizability. 

t The Louisiana minimum competency program, which includes the 
BST, minimum standards, state curriculum guides, compensatory/ 
remedial services, and local Pupil Progression Plans, has had an 
effect upon promotion rates in the grades studied. Between the 
1980-81 school year (before the BST was introduced) and the 
1984-85 school year, the percentage of students retained in 
grade 2 increased from 7.8 to 9.2; the percentage retained in 
grade 3 increased from 6.2 to 9.2; the percentage retained in 
grade 4 increased from 5.1 to 9.0; and that at grade 5 increased 
from 5.4 to 9.5. 

t The BST is the principal, but not the sole criterion in 
determining student promotion. The data in this report show 
that, prior to this year, the longer a test had been in place at 
a specific grade level, the greater the number of retentions 
among students who failed to attain the BST standards. When the 
BST was introduced at grade 2 in 1982, 50 percent of the 
students failing to attain the standard were retained. By 1984 
this proportion had increased to 71 oercent, but the 1985 rate 
dropped to 59 percent. Similarly, in the first year of the 
Grade 3 BST (1983), 42 percent of the students not achieving the 
standard were retained; in the second year (1984), 50 percent of 
those not meeting th'^ standard were retained. However, the 1985 
retention rate among grade 3 service qualifiers was 45 percent. 

t Student participation in sunmier school compensatory/remedial 
programs does not appear to affect local scf.ool systems' 
promotion decision. In fact, amonQ program qualifiers in grades 
3-5, the promotion rates among students who did not attend 
summer school were higher than those ;mong summer school 
participants. 

t The BST has identified a small group of students who have 
continuing difficulties in meeting the minimum standards. Among 
the students who failed to meet the standards of the Grade 2 BST 
in 1985, approximately 6 percent had previously received 
compensatory/remedial services* Among the grade 3 qualifiers, 
17 percent had been previous program participants. 
Approximately 27 percent of those qualifying for grade 4 or 5 



iv 



compensatory/remedial services had participated in one or more 
previous years. This consistent identification of students who 
cannot succeed at the minimum standards argues for the 
development of alternative programs to meet their unique needs. 

Bureau of Evaluation 
January 1986 
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INTRODUCTION 
Background 

The State-Funded Compensatory/Remedial Program was established by 
Louisiana R.S. 17:394-400 as part of the overall competency-based 
educational effort in Louisiana. It was designed to improve performance 
in deficient skills among students failing to meet the State Board of 
Elementary and Secondary Education-adopted achievement criterion on the 
State Basic Skills Test. 

One of the immediate outcomes of the Basic Skills Testing Program 
and of the State-Funded Compensatory/Remedial Program concerns the 
promotion/retention practices of local school systems as related to 
students involved in these programs. Each public school system in 
Louisiana follows a Pupil Progression Plan developed by the school system 
that details the requirements for promotion. The Pupil Progression Plans 
are required to use the Basic Skills Test as ^-he principal (but not 
necessarily the sole) criterion for promotion. This study examines those 
promotion practices es; related to grade 2, grade 3, grade 4, and grade 5 
public school students tested on the 1985 Basic Skills Tests. 

Evaluation Questions 
The evaluation questions addressed in this study include the 
following: 
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1. What trends can be observed in retention rates in grades 2-5 
since 1980-81? 

2. What is the relationship between failing to attain the minimum 
performance standard on the State Basic Skills Tests and 
subsequent grade placement? 

3. To what ex.cot do students repeatedly qualify for the State- 
Funded Compensatory/ Remedial Program? 



Evaluation Audiences 
This study was conducted by the Bureau of Evaluation as part of its 
comprehensive evaluation of the State-Funded Compensatory/Remedial 
Program, The purpose of this investigation is to provide information to 
policy makers, program administrators, and program staff concerning the 
relationship of the State Basic Skills Testing Prograr and the State- 
Funded Compensatory/Remedial Program to the promotion/ retention status 
of participating students. The major audiences for this report include 
the following: 

f The State Superintendent of Education and his Cabinet 

t The State Department of Education Compensatory/Remedial Program 
Staff 

• The State Board of Elementary and Secondary Education 

• The Local Superintendents of Schools 

t The Local School System Compensatory/Remedial Program Staffs 
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METHODOLOGY 
Data Sources 

This study examines the placement of grade 2, grade 3, grade 4, and 
grade 5 public school students during 1980-85 period* The Statr 
Basic Skills Tests were first administered to grade 2 students during 
the spring of 1982, to grade 3 students during the spring of 1983, to 
grade 4 students during the spring of 1984, and to grade 5 students 
during the spring of 1985. State-Funded Compensatory/Remedial Program 
services were first provided to public school students qualifying for 
grade 2 remediation dui ing the summer of 1982 and during the 1982-83 
school year, to those qualifying for grade 3 remediation during the 
summer of 1983 and during the 1983-84 regular school year, to those 
qualifying for grade 4 remediation during the summer of 1984 and during 
the 1984-85 regular school year, and to those qualifying for grade 5 
remediation during the summer of 1985 and during the 1985-86 regular 
school year. 

Data collection activities for this study occurred at several 
level s . Local school system enrol Iment and promotion/retention data 
were obtained at the state level from the Bureau of Research through 
Annual Report data tapes and from the results .of a study conducted by 
the Bureau for the State Board of Elementary and Secondary Education in 
October 1981. Additional promotion/retention data were obtained from 




the 1982, 1983, and 1984 "Student Placement Study: State-Funded 
Compensatory /Remedial Program Evaluation" reports prepared by the Bureau 
of Evaluation in November 1982, October 1983, and February 1985, 
respectively. Basic Skills Test information was provided by the Bureau 
of Accountability. 

At the local system level, activities were channeled through the 
certified evaluators responsible for the evaluations of their local 
Compensatory/Remedial Programs. Information was obtained from these 
individuals concerning the promotion/retention status of grade 2, grade 
3, gr^de 4, and grade 5 students who qualified for compensatory/ remedial 
services during 1985-86 through their return of completed Student 
Profile Sheets . 

Evaluation Design 
This study is descriptive in nature. It employs a simple, one- 
group design for use in examining enrollment and promotion/ratention 
data concerni'*' grade 2, grade 3, grade 4, and grade 5 public school 
students from 1980-81 through the present. Emphasis is placed on 
students who qualified for compensatory/ remedial services during 
1985-86. 

Procedures 

During the spring of 1985, public school students in grades 2-5, 
inciuding those special education students who were addressing state 
minimum standards, were tested on the State Basic Skills Tests. Those 
who failed to meet the State Board-adopted minimi;'^ performance standard 
of 75 percent correct at each grade level qualified for 1985-86 
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cofnpensatory/remedial services. For each of these students, multi-copy 
Student Profile Sheets were prepared identifying their specific language 
arts and/or mathematics skill deficiencies. These Profiles were 
designed to assist local compensatory/ remedial staff in monitoring 
student progress and to facilitate both state ano local data collection. 
One copy of the Profile was to be completed by local compensatory/ 
remedial st:.,f and fonvarded to the Bureau of Evaluation in September 
1985 for all eligible compensatory/ remedial students in the system. 
Enrollment and promotion/retention information provided on the returned 
Profiles was merged with 1985 BST data tapes to facilitate the conduct 
of this study. 

Data Analysis Procedures 
Data collected in this study were analyzed through the computation 
of frequency distributions and percentages. The results are presented 
in Chapter 3 of this report. 
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PRESENTATION OF THE DATA AND 
DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS 

Introduction 

This chapter presents data concerning the enrollment status and 
placement of public school students in grades 2-5 during the 1980-85 
period. Of primary interest are students who qualified for 1985-86 
compensatory/remedial services. The results are presented in response 
to the three major evaluation questions addressed by this study. 

Evaluation Question 1; What trends can be observed in 
retention rates in grades 2-5 since 1980-81 ? 

Retention rates for regular education students in grades 2-5 by 
school system for the 1980-85 period are presented in Tables 1-4. The 
percentages presented exclude the systems for which data were 
incomplete. Percentage changes in retention rates since 1980-81 are 
shown in the Ip.t column of each table. The yearly retention rates are 
illustrated graphically in Figure 1. 

Grade 2 Rates 

Statewide, 7.8 percent of the grade 2 regular education students 
enrolled in Louisiana's public schools during the 1980-31 school year 
were retained at the end of that year. This was the year before the 
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compensatory/renipdial services. For each of these students, multi-copy 
Student Profile Sheets were prepared identifying their specific language 
arts and/or mathematics skill deficiencies. These Profiles were 
designed to assist local compensatory/remedial staff in monitoring 
student progress and to facilitate both state and local data collection. 
One copy of the Profile was to be completed by local compensatory/ 
remedial staff and forwarded to the Bureau of Evaluation in September 
1985 for all eligible compensatory/remedial students in the system. 
Enrollment and promotion/retention information provided on the returned 
Profiles was merged with 1985 BST data tapes to facilitate the conduct 
of this study. 

Data Analysis Procedures 
Oata collected in this study were analyzed through the computation 
of frequency distributions and percentages. The results are presented 
in Chapter 3 of this report. 
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FIGURE 1. GRADE 2, 3, 4, AND 5 RETENTION RATES FROM 1980-81 THROUGH 1984-85 
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Table 1: Comparison of Grade 2 Retention Rates for Regular Education Students 
by School System for the Period 1980-81 through 198A-85 





Students 


Students 


Students 


Students 


Students 


Chang( 




Retained 


Retained 


Retained 


Retained 


Retained 


1980-81 


School System 


1980-81 


1981-82 


1982-83 


1983-84 


1984-85 


1984 -j 




% 


% 


% 


% 


% 


% 


Acadia 


13.2 


10.8 


11.9 


13.5 


11.6 


-1.6 


Allen 


5. A 




5.6 


5.2 


7.5 


2.1 


Ascension 


6.8 


6.y 


6.8 


6.S 


12.4 


5.6 


Assumption 


14.7 


18.5 


9.5 


10.4 


15.1 


.4 


Avoyelles 


9.8 


4.9 


11.6 


9.8 


7.6 


-2.2 


beauregard 


6.1 


4.9 


5.0 


3.9 


2.4 


-3.7 


Bienville 


A. 2 


10.1 


6.4 


4.4 


4.0 


-.2 


Bossier 


3.2 


3.6 


3.4 


4.1 


5.8 


2.6 


Caddo 


7.9 


3.3 


3.4 


2,6 


3.3 


-4.6 


Calcasieu 


5.8 


7.1 


6.3 


8.1 


7.2 


1.4 


Caldwell 


3.8 


6.7 


3.1 


9.4 


3.9 


.1 


Cameron 


7. A 


6.3 


10.1 


3.5 


8.3 


.9 


Catahoula 


7.5 


11 0 


8.8 


7.0 


12.4 


4.9 


Claiborne 


1A.9 


8.6 


12.1 


5.5 


7.3 


-7.6 


Concordia 


10.7 


10.0 


8.9 


9.2 


12.0 


1.3 


Desoto 


28.5 


10.2 


6.2 


4.9 


4.8 


-23.7 


East Baton Rouge 


4.1 


8.7 


6.4 


8.4 


8.4 


4.3 


Hast Carroll 


5.6 


12.5 


6.8 


6.9 


5.0 


-.6 


East Feliciana 


6.3 


10.6 


6.5 


5.9 


6.4 


.1 


Evangeline 


17.7 


?0.8 


9.4 


7.3 


9.4 


-8.3 


Franklin 


5.5 


6.5 


8.1 


7.3 


6.2 


.7 


Grant 


12.8 


7.7 




12.4 


12.0 


0 


Iberia 


10.8 


6.5 


8.1 


5.5 


8.7 


-2.1 


Iberville 


12.5 


11.0 


9.1 


7.8 


9.5 


-3.0 


Jackson 


3.6 


9.2 


2.8 


2.4 


3.7 


.1 


Jefferson 


6.2 


S.4 


8.8 


7.8 


13.1 


6.9 


.Jefferson Davis 


7.3 


7.4 


7.3 


12.? 


8.2 


.9 


Lafayette 


9.3 


10.1 


12.6 


9.0 


9.5 


.2 


Lafourche 


7.2 


9.2 


7.3 


6.5 


7.0 


-.2 
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Table 1. (Continued) 



School System 



Students 
Retained 
1980-81 

% 



Students 
Retained 
1981-82 
% 



Students 
Retained 
1982-83 

% 



Students 
Retained 
1983-84 



Students 
Retained 
1984-85 

% 



Change 
1980-81 to 
1984-85 

% 



LasaXXe 


5.2 


7.5 


5.6 


5.6 


4.8 


-.4 


Lincoln 


5.7 


7.3 


8.3 


8.7 


4.7 


-.5 


Livingston 


4.: 


5.0 


5.3 


4.0 


5.4 


1.2 


Madison 


ic: 


12.8 


12.1 


12.3 


20.0 


9.3 


Morehouse 


9.0 


28.0 


20.6 


30.8 


10.2 


1.2 


Natchitoches 


8.6 


7.4 


9.2 


12.9 


11.8 


3.2 


Orleans 


7.4 


10.5 


10.4 


15.5 


13-3 


5.9 


Ouachita 


5.5 


5.6 


6.9 


4.1 


6.4 


.9 


Plaqueirines 


18.5 


20.0 


10.8 


13.5 


12.9 


-5.6 


Pointe Coupee 


10.4 


7.3 


7.1 


23.4 


8.4 


-2.0 


Rapides 


9.1 


7.2 


3.9 


7.1 


6.5 


-2.6 


Red River 


11.2 


22.3 


12.5 


28.8 


17.5 


6.3 


Richland 


2.0 


8.2 


- 


8.2 


4.7 


2.7 


Sabine 


13.4 


13.2 


1.2 


6.0 


8.0 


-5.4 


St. Bernard 


.4 


8.5 


12.4 


32.2 


8.9 


8.5 


St. Charles 


6.7 


11.1 


^.3 


6.2 


5.8 


-.9 


St. Helena 


8.4 


7.3 


5.4 


3.9 


6.2 


-2.2 


St. Jaries 


7.9 


7.5 


2.0 


5.4 


2.6 


-5.3 


St. John 


11.6 


8.8 




6.6 


10.5 


-1.1 


St. Landry 


7.0 


5.8 


7.6 


16.8 


16.5 


9.5 


St. Martin 


6<3 


14.2 


9.2 


10.6 


15.6 


9.3 


St. Mary 


12.7 


8.-^ 


8.7 


8.8 


7.8 


-4.9 


St. Tanmany 


9.1 


8.4 


6.S 


8.0 


10.2 


1.1 


Tangipahoa 


6.9 




10.7 


10.0 


12.4 


5.5 


Tensas 


9.8 


8.6 


4.6 


3.0.2 


6.1 


-3.7 


Terrebonne 


8.0 


CO 


7.7 




9.3 


1.3 


Union 


6.1 


7.5 


3.9 




5.0 


-1.1 


Veniilion 


6.8 


6.3 


6.1 


6.7 


6.1 


-.7 


Vernon 


.7 


7.0 


8.1 




7.6 


6.9 


Washington 


10.2 


4.1 


9.3 


2.1 


3.8 


-6.4 
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Table 1. (Continued) 



School Svstem 



Students 
Retained 
1980-81 

% 



Students 
Retained 
1981-82 

% 



Students 
Retained 
3 982-83 

% 



Students 
Retained 
1983-8A 

% 



Stuc*ents 
Retained 
198A-85 



Webster 


1?.8 


15.4 


12.5 


9.7 


10,7 


West Baton Rouge 










10.3 


West Carroll 


8.8 


6.1 


14. 6 


10.7 


8.9 


l-'est Feliciana 


13.5 


9.2 


12.6 


5.4 


7.0 


Winn 


15.7 


13.0 


16.3 


14.8 


12.2 


Monroe City 


9.3 


11.7 


34.4 


13.3 


12.6 


Bogalusa City 


13.4 


7.1 


10.3 


7.1 


4.9 


State locals 


7.8 


8.7 


8.1 


8.6 


9.2 



Change 
1980-81 to 
1984-85 

% 



-2.3 
10.3 
.1 
-6.5 
-3.5 

3.3 
-8.5 

1.4 



- = Unavailable 

State totals exclude enrollment in systems for which retention figures were incomplete. 



first adininistration of the Gradp ? BST. At the end of the 1081-'82 
school year, when the first Basic Skills Test was administered, the 
retention rate an^ong grade 2 students was 8.7 percent. 

Figures for the 1982-83 school year indicated that 8.1 percent of 
the grade 2 students were retained at the conclusion of tlidt school 
year. During 1983-84, the grade 2 retention rate was 8.6 percent. At 
the conclusion of the 1984-85 school year, 9.2 percent of the grade 2 
students were retained. 

Overall, across the 1980-85 period, grade 2 retention rates changed 
from 7.8 percent at the end of 1980-81 to 9.2 percent at the end of 
1984-85, an increase of 1.4 percent. The highest single year retention 
rate (9.2%) was observed at the end of the 1984-85 school year; this was 
the fourth year of testing on the Grade 2 BST. 

Grade 3 Raters 

Retention rates for grade 3 regular education students by srhool 
system for the 1980-85 period are shown in Table 2, As illustrated, 
among the grade 3 regular education stuclents enrolled in public schools 
in Louisiana during the 1980-81 school year, 6.2 pe^^cent were retained 
at the end of that year During 1981-82, one year prior to the 
introduction of the Grade 3 Basic Skills Test, the grade 3 retention 
rate was 5.9 percent. 

During the 1982-83 school year, the first year in which tl»e Grade 3 
BST was administered, 7.4 percent of the tested students were retained. 
The 1983-84 retention rate among grade 3 students was 9.4 percent, while 
that for 1984-85 was 9.2 percent. 
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lable 2: Comparison of Grade 3 Retention Rates for Regular Education 
by School System .<r the Perioo 1980-81 through 198^-85 



Students 



School Svstcm 



Students 
Retained 
1980-81 



Students 
Retained 
1981-82 



Students 
Retained 
1982-63 



Students 
Retained 
1983-8^ 



Students 
Retained 
1984-85 



Change 
1980-81 to 
1984-85 



Acaaia 


X J • o 


1 *^ 1 
1.J • J. 


12.4 


14.1 


10, 1 


-3.7 


All An 






4.9 


5.0 


5.1 


2.3 


Ascens Ion 


ft 


O.J 


5.8 


5^2 


7.8 


2.8 


As suinp t ion 




19 '> 




10. 0 


13. 2 


2. 5 






3.5 


14.6 


9.2 


8.1 


8,1 


Ceaut egard 


ft 


^ • «. 


Zi 1 


1.8 


1. 2 


-1,8 


nienv 11 le 


^ Q 

J- • 7 


D • O 




15 . 5 


7. -) 


5.4 


Bossier 


1 9 


J- . *• 


•J . 7 


3.2 


3.9 


2,7 


uauao 


J, 7 


9 ^ 


Q 


3.4 


5. 5 


1,6 


Calcas ieu 


• 0 


*; ^ 
D.J 


A 0 
0 . *1 


7 • 9 


6,7 


1,1 


Laioveii 


7 *i 






■J • J 


4. 2 


-3 3 


Canieron 


1* 1 


1 • -J 


7 *; 


7 . 7 


2. 5 


1,4 


Catahoula 




11 "X 


1 ft 


8 . 7 


12. 7 


. 2 


ClaiDome 


t. o 


Q 

O. J 


19 "X 
1 Z . J 


7 ft 


9 


- , 3 


Concordia 


4,0 


6.3 


4 3 


J .U 


D . D 


1 •; 

1. 0 


Desoto 


25.9 


12.0 


3.6 




3.9 


-22.0 


East Baton Rouge 


2.8 


4.8 


7 . 2 


9.8 


8.9 


6,1 


East Carroll 


6.5 


5.6 


6.5 


8.4 


8.9 


2.4 


East Feliciana 


8.7 


2.6 


2.9 


3.5 


4,3 


-4.4 


Evange 1 ine 


21.2 


12.6 


9.2 


11.2 


10,5 


-10.7 


Franl:lln 


5.6 


4.<5 


5.6 


5.4 


4,7 


-.9 


Gran: 


1.4 


1.7 




5.8 


6,7 


5.3 


Iberia 


9.6 


11.6 


9.6 


7.4 


11.2 


1.6 


Iberville 


8.4 


9.5 


12.0 


10.5 


13.6 


3.2 


Jackson 


2.1 


6.8 


4.7 


3.6 


4.7 


2.6 


Jefferson 


4.C 


4.1 


4.8 


8.0 


11.3 


7.3 


Jefferson Davis 


4.4 


7.3 


6.3 


9.0 


4.7 


.3 


Lafayette 


7.9 


6.4 


11.0 


7.5 


6.6 


-1.3 


Lafourche 


7.3 


3.3 


3.1 


1.7 


3.5 


-3.8 


Lasalle 


3.2 


2.2 


3.8 


4.4 


7,6 


4.4 
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Table 2. (Continued) 





Students 


Students 


Students 


Students 


Students 


Change 




Retained 


Retained 


Retained 


Retained 


Retained 


1980-81 


School Systei^ 


3 980-81 


1981-82 


1982-83 


1983-84 


1984-85 


1984-8 


% 


% 


% 


% 


% 


% 


Lincoln 


6.5 


6.4 


2.5 


2.8 


4.5 


-2.0 


Livingston 


3.7 


2.9 


2.8 


4.6 


>.o 


"•1 


Madison 


9.2 


7.1 


4.6 


8.8 


10.7 


1.5 


Morehouse 


9.1 


7.0 


12.2 


9.2 


12. 2 


3.1 


Natchitoches 


6.0 


4.8 


9.3 


10.3 


6.7 


.7 


Orleans 


5.5 


5.2 


8.4 


20.0 


15.1 


9.6 


Uuarnita 


4.7 


4.5 


6.8 


4.8 


6.2 


1.5 


Plaquemines 


- 


9.0 


14.8 


10.2 


11.4 


11.4 


Pointe Coupee 


9.2 


n.4 


11.6 


14.8 


12.1 


2.9 


Rapides 


11.2 


5.8 


7.1 


11.8 


9.5 


-1.7 


Red River 


1.5 


6.8 


6.3 


l''*.l 


15.7 


14. 2 


Richland 


6.9 


5.0 


4.0 


7.5 


14.4 


'.5 


Sabine 


3.9 


11.8 


- 


4.5 


7.4 


2.5 


St. Bernard 


.5 


1.8 


14.4 


15.3 


15.5 


1->.U 


St. Charles 


7.6 


19.1 


5.£ 


4.7 


4,2 


-.c. 0 


St. Helena 


4.8 


8.3 


8.1 


4.5 


2.4 


-2.4 


St. Janes 


2.4 


2.3 


2.4 


7.8 


3.8 


5.4 


St. John 


8.0 


30.8 


- 


18.3 


17.6 


ft 

9.6 


St. Landry 


9.1 


5.3 


9.2 


18.6 


23.8 


14.7 


St. Martin 


4.2 


3.3 


6.9 


5.0 


8.3 


4.1 


St. Maiy 


7.8 


8.7 


8.2 


9.9 


9.0 


1. 


St. Tantniany 


4.5 


4.0 


4.9 


5.3 


8.1 


3.6 


Tangipahoa 






5.7 


6.4 


14.3 


14.3 


Tensas 


13.1 


13.2 


17.5 


20.8 


8.8 


-4.4 


Terrebonne 


5.6 


6.4 


5.5 




8.0 


2.4 


Union 


3.3 


3.2 


3.0 




2.5 


-.8 


Vermilion 


5.7 


4.8 


4.9 


6.4 


5.0 


-.7 


Vernon 


7.6 


4.8 


5.0 




6.6 


-1.0 


Washington 






9.5 


7.6 


6.1 


6 



to 
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Table 2. (Continued) 





Students 


Students 


Students 


Students 


Students 


Change 




Retained 


Retained 


Retained 


Retained 


Retair.od 


1980-81 to 


School Systen 


1980-81 


1981-82 


1982-83 


1983-84 


1984-85 


1984-85 




% 


% 


% 


% 


% 


% 


V?ebster 


10. X 


14.0 


11.3 


9.6 


7.2 


-2.9 


West Baton Rouge 










3.3 


3.3 


West Carroll 


8.9 


10.0 


10.3 


9.5 


7.4 


-l.S 


West Feliciana 


8.0 


14.5 




8.1 


14.9 


6.9 


Winn 


9.7 


4.5 


14.0 


3.4 


6.4 


-3.3 


Monroe City 


11.8 


16.1 


16.7 


14.3 


12.2 


.4 


Bogalusa City 


14.2 


11.6 


13.5 


9.1 


8.8 


-5.4 


State Totals 


6.2 


5.9 


7.4 


9.4 


9.2 


3.0 



- = Unavailable 

State totals exclude enrollment in systems for which retention figures were incomplete. 
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Overall, during the 1980-85 period, statewide grade 3 retention 
rates changeJ from 6.2 percent in 1980-81 to 9.2 percent in 1984-85, an 
increase of 3.0 percent. Contrary to the trend observed among grade 2 
rates, the highest yearly grade 3 retention rate (9.47) was observed at 
the end of the 1983-84 school year. This period coincides with the 
second year of testing with the Grade 3 BST. 

Grade 4 Rates 

Retention rates for grade 4 regular education students by school 
system for the 1980-85 period are shown in Table 3. As illustrated, 
aootig the grade 4 students enrolled in puolic schools in Louisiana 
during 1980-81, 5.1 percent were retained. During 1981-82, the grade 4 
retention rate was 6.4 percent. 

During the 1982-83 school year, one year prior to the first 
administration of the Grade 4 BST, 6,3 percent of the grade 4 regular- 
education students were retained. At the end of the 1983-84 school 
year, 12.0 percent were retained in grade 4; this was the year the Grade 
4 BST was first administered. The 1984-85 enrollment figures showed 
that the grade 4 retention rate was 9.0 percent at the end of that 
school year. 

Overall, during the 1980-85 period, grade 4 retention rates changed 
from 5.1 percent in 1980-81 to 9.0 percent in 1984-85, an increase of 
3.9 percent. The highest single year retention rate (12.0°;.) was 
observed at the end of the 1983-84 school year; it was during this 
period that the Grade 4 BST was f^'rst administered. 
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Table 3: Comparison of Grade k Retention Rates for Regular Education Students 
by School System for the Period 198A-85 through 198A-85 



School System 



Students 
Retained 
1980-81 



Students 
Retained 
1981-82 

% 



Students 
Retained 
198?-83 



Students 
Retained 
1983-8A 



Students 
Retained 
1984-85 



Change 
1980-81 to 
1984-85 



Acadia 

Allen 

Ascension 

Assumption 

Avoyelles 

3eauregard 

Bienville 

Bossiei 

Caddo 

Calcasieu 

Caldwell 

Cameron 

Catahoula 

Claiborne 

Concordia 

Desoto 

East Baton Rouge 

East Carroll 

East Feliciana 

Evangeline 

Franklin 

Grant 

Iberia 

Iberville 

Jackson 

Jefferson 

Jefferson Davis 

Lafayette 

Lafourche 

Lasalle 



15,3 
2,7 

4.S 
6.5 

3.7 
3.9 
1.1 
3.4 
5.8 
8.1 
2.4 
5.1 
8.7 
8.0 
11.4 
1.9 
4.5 
13.9 
8.3 
6.4 
6.0 
8.6 
10.0 
1.2 
4.8 
4.6 
9.4 

2 3 



3.1 
17.6 

3.2 
5.6 
.8 

6.2 

12.6 



16.7 
6.5 
3.8 
3.2 
6.3 
3.9 

13.4 

4.4 

9.0 
7.7 
7.2 
7.8 



4.6 



13.7 
2.9 
3.9 
5.7 
7.8 
4.2 
8.3 
. > 
3.9 
4.5 
6.4 
7.1 
4.1 
8.8 
10.5 
5.2 
4.'' 
4.2 
7.2 
18.2 
4.6 

10.7 
9.8 
1.2 
7.4 
8.9 

13.1 
4.4 
6.7 



15.5 
10.7 
2.5 
13.6 
9.8 
2.7 
8.4 
3.3 
3.6 
5.5 
6.9 
5.6 
4.7 
9.8 
9.8 
8.7 
7.8 
17.6 
6.4 
18a 
7.1 
5.1 
8.4 
11.1 
9.6 
9.8 
17.6 
9.5 
6.0 
2.4 



11.3 
3.7 
5.1 
12.8 
8.6 
4.6 
7 7 
3.9 
5.1 
5.5 
1.2 
4.7 
5.1 
4.9 
6.5 
6.6 
5.7 
8.1 
9.3 
15.4 
8.4 
5.3 
12.9 
18.2 
1.8 
15.5 
4.6 
30.8 
4.6 
2.9 



-4.0 
1.0 

.6 
6.3 
8.6 

.9 
,.8 
2.8 
1.7 
-.3 
-6.9 
2.3 
0 

-3.8 
-1.5 
-4.8 
3.8 
3.6 
-4.6 
7.1 
2.0 
-.7 
4.3 
8.2 
.6 
10.7 
0 

1.4 
4.6 
.6 
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Table 3. (Continued) 



School System 



Students 
Retained 
1980-81 

% 



Students 
Retained 
1981-8? 



Students 
Retained 
3 982-83 



Students 
Retained 
1983-84 



Students 
Retained 
1984-85 



Change 
1980-81 to 
3 984-85 



Lincoln 


3.8 


3.0 


3.1 


3.1 


8.5 


4.7 


Livingston 


3.2 


- 


- 


11.3 


8.3 


5.1 


Madison 


5.9 


7./v 


7.0 


9.9 


11.2 


5.3 


Morehouse 


9.4 


10.4 


6.1 


15.7 


11.1 


1.7 


Natchitoches 


3.6 


4.4 


5.9 


5.4 


12.1 


8.5 


Orleans 


4.5 


6.6 


6.5 


27.9 


14.1 


9.6 


Ouachita 


3.8 


4.0 


4.0 


5.9 


5.2 


1.4 


Plaquemines 


- 


- 


5.^ 


14.8 


13.9 


13.9 


Pointe Coupee 


8.1 


13.0 


13.4 


21.3 


14.9 


6«8 


Rapides 


5.5 


6.8 


3.9 


9.5 


9.7 


4.2 


Red River 


2.4 


.7 


10.5 


11.9 


3.3 


.9 


Richland 


8.1 


7.5 


• 


5.3 


13.7 


5.6 


Sabine 


5.4 


4.1 


3.4 


6.5 


5.4 


0 


St. Bernard 


8.5 


5.7 


13.2 


11.7 


7.1 


-1.4 


St« Charles 


6.8 


20.9 


11.3 


11.1 


6.9 


.1 


St. Helena 


5.3 


6.4 


12.0 


7.5 


5.4 


.1 


St. James 


7.7 


4 5 


2.2 


13.0 


5.3 


-2.4 


St. John 


5.1 


2 


4.2 


10.6 


10.0 


4.9 


St. Landrv 


6.4 


7.2 


8.5 


22.2 


23.0 


16.6 


St. Martin 


3.4 


1.9 


1.6 


6.1 


8.7 


5.3 


St. Mary 


9.8 


8.7 


7.8 


10.0 


11.1 


1.3 


St. Tammany 


4.9 




4.2 


5.9 


7.8 


2.9 


Tangipahoa 






6.4 


8.9 


10.8 


10.6 


Tensas 


3.7 


4.0 




16.2 


14.4 


10.7 


Terrebonne 


6.6 


6.1 


6.9 




6.1 


-.5 


Union 


4.9 




8.3 




9.2 


4.3 


Vermilion 


6.1 


6.0 


6.2 


5.4 


5.3 


-.8 


Vernon 


5.8 


5.0 


4.4 




4.9 


-.9 


\;ashington 






1,3 


6.2 


1.8 


1.8 
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Table 3. (Continued) 





Students 


litudents 


Students 


Students 


Students 


Changi 




Retained 


Retained 


Retained 


Retained 


Retained 


1980-81 


School System 


1980-81 


1961-82 


1982-83 


1983-84 


1984-85 


1984-] 




% 


% 


% 


% 


% 


% 


Webster 


8.0 


32.3 


4.3 


5.1 


7.2 


-.8 


West Baton Rouge 




8.4 




10.8 


15.9 


15.9 


West Carroll 


10. S 


10.1 


8.0 


12.6 


9.8 


-.7 


West Feliciana 


12.8 


22.3 


21.7 


21.0 


20.? 


7.4 


Winn 


10.7 


6.8 




8.4 


11.8 


1.3 


Monroe City 


9.7 


9.8 


12.4 


15.0 


12.4 


2.7 


Bogalusa Ciry 


14.0 


7.9 


5.0 


9.6 


9.5 


-4.5 


State Totals 


5.1 


6.4 


6.3 


12.0 


9.0 


3.9 



^ - = Unavailable 

state totals exclude enrolWnt in syste.,s for which retention tigures were incomplete. 
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Grade 5 Rates 

The retention rates for grade 5 regular education students by 
school systeni are shown in Table 4» Among the grade 5 students enrolled 
during 1980-81, 5»4 percffnt were retained at the conclusion of that 
school year. The 1981-82 retention rate was 5.8 percent. 

During the 1982-83 school year, 6.5 percent of the grade 5 students 
were retained. At the end of 1983-84, the grade 5 retention rate was 
7.5 percent. The Grade 5 BST was first administered during the 1984-85 
school year; the retention rate at the end of that year was 9.5 percent. 

Overall, the grade 5 retention rate increased from 5 4 percent in 
1980-81 to 9.5 percent in 1984-85, an Increase of 4.1 percent. The 
highest single year retention rate (9.5%) was noted during 1984-85, the 
school year during which the Grade 5 BST v/as first administered. 

Summary 

Examiretion of this longitudinal promotion/retention data indicates 
that the state*? minimum competency program has had an effect on 
promotion rates. Since 1980-81, retention rates have generally 
increased at each of the grade levels involved in the Basic Skills 
Testing Program. Grade 2 retention rates for 1984-85 reflect an 
increase of 1.4 percent over 1980-81, while grade 3 rates show an 
increase of 3.0 percent. The grade 4 rater, increased by 3.9 percent; 
those ?t grade 5 increased by 4.1 percent. Grade 4 and orade 5 
retention rates wer:* highest at the end of the school year during which 
each respective BST was first administered (1983-84 for the Grade 4 RST 
and 1984-85 for the Grade 5 BST). These findings are consistent v/ith 
the introduction of guidelines for the Pupil Progression Plan that 
specify the use of the BST as the principal criterion for promotion. 




Table 4: Comparison of Grade 5 Retention Rates for Regular Education Students 
by School System for the Period 1984-85 through 1984-85 



to 





Students 


Students 


Students 


i.'tudents 


Students 






Retained 


Retained 


Retained 


R^i ta ined 


Retained 


1980*81 


School System 


1980-81 

% 


1981-82 

c. 


1982-83 


1983-84 

% 


1984-85 

% 


1984- 

% 


Acadia 


18.2 


_ 


15.9 


12.3 


3.8 


-14.4 


Alien 


4.1 




7.9 


4.1 


6.7 


2.6 


Ascension 


4.2 


4.4 


5.8 


7.0 


6.3 


2 1 


Assumption 


6.3 


14.1 


4.3 


5. 2 


11.4 


5.1 


Avoyelles 






10. 5 


8.6 


18.2 


18.2 


Beau re gar 


2.9 


1.4 


2.8 


1.5 


1. 2 


-1.7 


Bienville 


2.5 


5.7 


5.5 


6.9 


13.5 


11.0 


Bossier 


.7 


.5 


.2 


.4 


1.9 


1.2 


Caddo 


5.5 


4.6 


2.4 


3.2 


4.3 


-1.2 


Calcasieu 


3.4 




3.3 


3.0 


4.1 


, 7 


Caldwell 


6.0 


10.6 


4.3 


4.1 


2.2 


, 7 


Cameron 


2.9 




5.3 


11. 3 


5. 5 


-3 .8 


Catahoula 


32.9 




13.0 


13.7 


14.0 


2 


Claiborne 


5.8 


4.7 


9.5 


7.9 


6.9 


1.x 


Concordia 


10.7 


8.0 


6.9 


6.2 


7.'* 




Desoto 


12.0 


8.4 


3.7 


5. 2 


5.1 


-6.9 


East Baton Rouge 


.9 


1.3 


2.4 


3.7 


5.2 


4.3 


East Carroll 


5.6 


7.4 


3.1 


6.6 


11.3 


5.7 


East Feliciana 


10.0 


3.1 


1.9 


^.5 


9.7 


-.3 


Evangeline 


15.6 


16.3 


25.1 


21.3 


17.8 


2.0 


Franklin 


7.5 




6.4 


5.9 


11.6 


4.1 


Grant 


1.9 


1.0 




3.3 


6.2 


4.3 


Iberia 


12.7 




10.6 


9.0 


13.8 


1.1 


Iberville 


8.2 


6.5 


5.9 


10.3 


11.0 


2.8 


Jacks OP 


5.1 


8.5 


3.9 


4.4 


5.1 




Jefferson 


5.3 


5.6 


6.4 


7.7 


10.7 


5.4 


Jefferson Davis 


9.L 


6.4 


7.2 


9.7 


8.7 


-.7 


Laf&yette 


9.1 




11.0 


12.2 


12.1 


3.0 


Lafourche 






4.9 


4.9 


4.9 


4.9 


Lasalle 


4.6 


4.4 


5.2 


2.7 


4.9 


.3 
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Table 4. (Continued) 





Students 


StudenwS 


Students 


Students 


Students 


Chang( 




Retained 


Retained 


Retained 


Retained 


Retained 


1980-81 


School System 


1980-81 


1981-82 


1982-83 


1983-84 


1984-85 


1984-1 




% 


% 


% 


% 


% 


% 


Lincoln 


3.5 


5.0 


5.4 


2.8 


5,2 


1.7 


Livingston 


S.2 


- 


- 


5.6 


6.5 


1.3 


Madison 


4.8 


4.3 


3.4 


3.3 


5.0 


.2 


Morehouse 


8.7 


9.7 


8.0 


4.1 


11.8 


3.1 


Natchitoches 


4.8 


4.7 


3.9 


6.3 


13.6 


8.8 


Orleans 


4.0 


4.3 


5.8 


9.8 


12.3 


8.3 


Ouachita 


4.1 


4.2 


3.3 


5.8 


b.9 


2.8 


Plaquemines 


~ 


- 


16.7 


18.5 


17.5 


17.5 


Pointe Coupee 


8.1 


16.8 


16.3 


19.3 


19.5 


11.4 


Rapides 


3.9 


5.2 


2.9 


7.7 


8.9 


6.0 


Red River 


8.2 


5.2 


- 


1.6 


10.1 


1,9 


Ric jiand 


13.7 


10.8 


- 


7.8 


16.6 


2.9 


Sabine 


8.2 


12.2 


12.0 


6.7 


4.0 


-4.2 


St. Bernard 


1.2 


2.0 


16.7 


11.5 


23.1 


21.9 


St. Che * 


4.3 


18.9 


8.6 


9.8 


6.3 


2.0 


St. Helend 


15.0 


9.6 


12.5 


9.2 


19.6 


14.6 


St. James 


6.3 


3.0 


3.7 


7.0 


4.7 


-1.6 


St. John 


4.8 


4.3 


6.5 


7.0 


11.9 


7.1 


St. Landry 


6.2 


6.8 


8.4 


26.8 


26.9 


23.7 


St. Martin 


2.3 


2.5 


1.5 


3.7 


10.6 


8.3 


St. Mary 


9.7 


10.0 


7.4 


6.5 


11.1 


1.4 


St. Tammany 


3.1 




3.8 


2.9 


9.3 


6.2 


Tangipahoa 






10.4 


9.7 


15.8 


15.8 


Tensas 


1.5 


5.6 






16.8 


15.3 


Terrebonne 


5.4 


7.6 


5.6 


5.1 


5.5 


.1 


Union 


5.7 




8.5 


4.8 


3.6 


-2.1 


Vermilion 


7.7 


7.2 


6.6 


4.9 


6.3 


■ 1.4 


Vernon 


3.5 


6.9 


2.9 


4.4 


7.5 


4.0 


Washington 






2.6 


2.9 


1.8 


1.8 
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Table 4. (Continued) 





Students 


Students 


Students 


Students 


Students 


Change 




Retained 


Retained 


Retained 


Retained 


Retained 


1980-81 to 


School System 


1980-81 


1981-82 


1982-83 


1983-84 


1984-85 


1984-85 




% 


% 


% 


% 


% 


% 


Webster 


3.4 


6.4 


7.6 


5,9 


6.1 


2.7 


West Baton Rouge 




23.6 


21.1 


26.4 


33,0 


33.0 


West Carroll 


13. b 


17.4 


19.5 


13.9 


12.5 


-1,1 


West Feliciana 


17.0 


23.8 


23.2 


17,0 


25.0 


8,0 


Winn 


5.5 


4.8 




3.3 


5.7 


.2 


Monroe City 


8.4 


14.6 


18.9 


18.1 


16,6 


8.2 


Bogalusa City 


3.0 


5.9 


.4 


1.4 


5.2 


2.2 


State Totals 


5.4 


5.8 


6.5 


7,5 


9.5 


4.1 



- " Unavailable 

State totals exclude enrollnient In systens for which retention figures were incoir.plece. 
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At grade 3, however, the highest rate was observed at the end of 
1983-84, the second year of Grade 3 BST administration. This departure 
from the observed trends at grades 4 and 5 could be due to the one-year 
lag in the promotion of the weaker grade 2 students who were held back 
during 1981-82 and then promoted to grade 3 at the end of 1982-83. 
These students then became part of the grade 3 population of which 9.4 
percent were retained at the end of 1983-84. 

The observed peak in grade 2 retention rates during 1984-85 (the 
fourth year of testing at that level) is an interesting phenomenon. 
Since the initiation of the Grade 2 BST in 1981-82, longitudinal 
evaluation studies of thp performance of students served by the State- 
Funded Compensatory/Remedial Program have repeatedly shown that students 
who are retained immediately after failing a BST and provided with 
remedial services at that point generally perform better on subsequent 
BSTs and require fewer additional years of remediation. In contrast, 
students who are promoted after failing a BST have been consistently 
observed to perform poorly on the next BST (approximately 40 percent 
pass the test), with a large number requiring additional remediation in 
subsequent years. The overall increase in grade 2 retention rates since 
1980-81 may represent the results of LEA actions specifically instituted 
ii reaction to these observed longitudinal trends. 

Evaluation Question 2: What is the relationship between 
failing to attain the minimum performance standard 
on the State Basic Skills Tests and subsequent 
grade placement ? 
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Pupil Progression Plans 
The specific relationship between performance on the State Basic 
Skills Test (BST) and grade placement is set forth in each local school 
system's Pupil Progression Plan. Although the BST must be the principal 
criterion for promotion in each Plan, it does not have to be the sole 
criterion. Many systems have adopted additional criteria that make the 
reqL..rv-ments for promotion more stringent tho^ the BST alone; this has 
often resulted in the retention of students who exceeded the minimum 
performance standard on the BST. Additionally, mai.^ Plans include 
limitations on the number of times a student can be retained in a given 
grade or within a particular span of grades. These limitations thus 
allow for the promotion of students who fail to attain the, minimum 
performance standard on the BST. 

Grade 2 Compensatory/Remedial Qualifiers 
The promotion/retention status of regular and special education 
students who qualified for grade 2 compensatory/remedial services during 
the 1982-86 period is presented in Table 5. For each school system the 
percentages of compensatory/remedial students promoted or retained 
among the total number eligible for services and for whom completed 
Profiles were returned is shown. The percentage of eligible students in 
ungraded settings or for whom complete data were unavailable is also 
given. 

Statewide, among the grade 2 students who qualified for 
compensatory/remedial services in the 198? -83 program, 43.4 percent were 
retained at the end of that school year. An almost equal number, 43.2 
percent, were promoted to grade 3. The remaining 13.4 percent were in 
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Table 5. Promotion Status of Regular and Special Education Students Who Qualified For Grade 2 
Compensatory/Remedial Services: 1982-83, 1983-8^, 1984-85, and 1985-86 



1982-83 C/R Qualifiers 1983-84 C/R Qualifiers 1984-85 C/R Qualifiers 1985-86 C/R Qualifiers 

School System Elig Ellg Elig Ungr/ Ellg Elig Elig Ungr/ Elig Elig Elig Ungr/ Elig Elig Elig Ungr/ 

Ret Pro DK Ret Pro DK Ret Pro DK Ret Pro DK 



N> 



Acadia 


41.2 


50.6 


8.2 


72.5 


22.0 


5.5 


88.5 


11.5 


0.0 


68.5 


24.7 


6.8 


Allen 


15.7 


72.5 


.1.8 


57.1 


42.9 


0.0 


63.2 


36.8 


0.0 


17.4 


8.7 


73.9 


Ascension 


28.8 


58.9 


12.3 


46.3 


41.8 


11.9 


61.1 


31.5 


7.4 


71.0 


26,1 


2.9 


Assunpcion 


94.6 


5.4 


0.0 


66.7 


22.2 


11,1 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


100.0 


Avoyelles 


34.6 


65.4 


0.0 


65.7 


28.6 


5.7 


84.6 


11.5 


3.9 


77.1 


20.0 


2.9 


Beauret-^rd 


30.0 


45.0 


25.0 


64.7 


29.4 


5.9 


73.3 


26.7 


0.0 


55.6 


33.3 


88.9 


Bienville 


80.0 


10.0 


10.0 


100.0 


0.0 


0.0 


100. C 


0.0 


0.0 


60.0 


40.0 


CO 


Bossier 


?2.4 


61.6 


16.0 


53.6 


46.4 


0.0 


48.2 


43.4 


8.4 


58.6 


29.3 


12.1 


Caddo 


24.4 


29. 2 


46.4 


45.3 


46.1 


6.6 


31.5 


63.7 


4.8 


34.9 


62.7 


2.4 


Calcasieu 


48.7 


36.0 


15.3 


- 


- 


- 


63.8 


24.5 


11.7 


24.6 


8.7 


66.7 


Caldwell 


25.0 


50.0 


25.0 




- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


100.0 


Cameron 


26.3 


42.1 


31.6 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


50.0 


50,0 


0.0 


Catahoula 


40.9 


54.3 


4.5 


35.7 


28.6 


35.7 








80.0 


20.0 


0.0 


Claiborne 


25.8 


61.3 


12.9 


71.4 


28.6 


0.0 








87.5 


0.0 


12.5 


Concordia 


65.2 


:i.7 


13.0 


60.7 


39.3 


0.0 








45.7 


20.0 


34.3 


Desoto 


100. C 


CO 


0.0 


64.3 


23.6 


7.1 


83.3 


16./ 


0.0 


56.2 


O.C 


43.8 


East Baton Rouge 


42.4 


38.9 


18.7 


45.5 


54.3 


0.2 


50.2 


41.6 


8.2 


50.4 


43.2 


6.4 


East Carroll 


47.5 


47.3 


5.0 


55.5 


^5.0 


0.0 


64.0 


30.0 


10.0 


63.2 


36.8 


0.0 


East Feliciana 


48.9 


40.0 


11.1 


40.0 


30.0 


30.0 


33.3 


50.0 


16.7 


44.7 


SO.O 


3.3 


Evangeline 


65.9 


12 . 9 


21.2 


75.0 


9.1 


15.9 


40.0 


40.0 


20.0 


67.4 


27,9 


4.7 


Franklin 


56.8 


27.0 


16.2 


45.7 


54.3 


0.0 












100.0 


Gran*- 


18.8 


50.0 


31.3 














29.4 


0.0 


70.6 


Iberia 


56.9 


29.2 


13.8 


71.0 


24.6 


4.3 


70.2 


29.8 


0.0 


62.9 


25.8 


88.7 


Ibervflle 


42.9 


38.8 


18.4 


39.1 


52.2 


3.7 








72.4 


0.0 


27.6 


Jackson 


35.7 


64.3 


0.0 


42.9 


57.1 


0.0 


28.6 


71.4 


0.0 


64.3 


35.7 


0.0 


Jefferson 


37.9 


40.0 


22.1 


46.4 


34.5 


19.1 


48.5 


36.9 


14.6 




44.1 


91.8 


Jefferson Davis 


4^.3 


46.7 


10.0 


61.9 


0.0 


38.1 








73.3 


26.7 


0.0 


Lafayette 


51.0 


38.2 


10.8 


44.3 


50.4 


5.3 


60.7 


39.3 


0.0 


61.2 


40.3 


(') 


Lafourche 


45.5 


36.1 


18.5 


100.0 


0.0 


O.G 


76.2 


23.8 


0.0 


70.9 


17.4 


11.7 


Lasalle 


55.6 


11.1 


33.3 


33.0 


66.7 


0.0 


60.0 


40.0 


0.0 


33.3 


66.7 


0.0 
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Tabic 3. (Continued) 



1982-83 C/R Qualifiers 1983-84 C/R Qualifiers 1984-83 C/R Qualifiers 1985-86 C/R Qualifiers 



School System Elig Elig Elig Lngr/ Elig Elig Elig Ungr^ Elig Elig Elig Ungr/ Elig Elig Elig Ungr/ 

Ret Pro TK Ret Pro UK Het Pro DK Ret Pro DK 

% \ \ % % % % % % -^0 % % 



Lincoln 


QD 


7 






Livingston 


JO 


"l 
> J 


63 


.8 




68 


,6 


] 7 


, 1 


riorenousc 


Q7 


A 

■ V 


1 

X 


> J 


Natchi tocbes 


>)1 
OX 


1. 
• *♦ 




■ *♦ 




34 


, 9 


60 


, ) 




41 


,5 


29 


, 3 


1 idc^ueinines 


D ^ 


9 


JD 


Q 


ioince v^oupee 




. J 


' O 


. 6 


Rapides 


J L 


. J 


JO 


. *♦ 


Kca iviver 




p. 


XD 


. \j 


Kicn lanQ 


DO 


. ^ 


29 


. 6 


OaOl tic 


68 


.8 


25 


.0 


oz. , remara 


07 






Q 


oc« cnaries 


Art 


. ^ 


7 


^9 


St. Helena 


46 


.7 


53 


.3 


St. Jaines 


61 


.5 


15 


.4 


St. John 


34 


.5 


34 


.5 


St. Landry 


45 


.8 


37 


.5 


St. Martin 


57 


.4 


24 


.5 


St. Mary 


52 


.4 


41 


.7 


St. Tajnnany 


43 


.5 


42 


.9 


Tangipahoa 


46 


.0 


33 


.C 


Tensas 


51 


.5 


30 


.3 


Terrebonne 


h8 


.2 


42 


.6 


Union 


40 


.0 


20 


.0 


Vermilion 


6C 


.6 


39 


.4 


Vernon 


42 


.6 


33 


.3 


Washington 


37 


.2 


44 


.2 


Webster 


58 


.8 


29 


.4 


West Baton Rouge 


67 


.9 


17 


.9 
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0.0 


62.5 


100.0 


0.0 


38. 1 


61.9 


.9 


22.0 




77. 1 


14.3 


8.6 


69. 6 




Q7 1 

7 / . X 


2.9 


0.0 


100. 0 




7 . 4 


3.7 


88. 9 




L Q 




13. 3 


66 .7 


86.8 


^7 . ^ 


57. 5 


40.0 


2.5 


44.1 


0 Q 

V . 7 




11.8 


52.9 


100.0 


17 


Z / . J 


18 . 2 


54. 5 


92. 3 


Q 

7 . J 


. C 


/iO Q 


4 . 3 


77. 8 


^O . V 


0*4 . D 




15.^ 




^ Q 

J. . 7 


1 ^ . *♦ 




84.6 


65.4 


D.J 


A9 ^ 




0.0 


45. 8 


Oft 7 
ZO . / 


fsl 7 

D / . / 


31.2 


X • X 


71 .2 


31 .6 


87. 5 




O.U 




0.0 


27.8 


55.6 


16.7 


42.9 


?3.1 


26.7 


26.7 


46.7 




31. C 


38.5 


61.5 


0.0 


44.4 


16.7 


45.2 


51.6 


3.2 


64.4 


18.1 


75.9 


13.8 


10.3 


100.0 


5.3 


58.6 


41.4 


0.0 


51.6 


13.7 


40.6 


47.6 


11.9 


49.1 


21.0 


3.6 


2.1 


94.3 


60.1 


18.2 


77.8 


22.2 


0.0 




9.2 


60.0 


38.1 


1.9 


60.3 


40.0 


0.0 


0.0 


100.0 




0.0 








51.5 


?.^.l 


65.2 


15.2 


19.7 


44.9 


18.6 


48.8 


34.9 


16.3 


84.6 


11.8 


25.5 


0.0 


74.5 


100.0 


14.3 


16.7 


16.7 


66.7 
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0.0 


0.0 


55.6 


0.0 


44 4 


54. C 


«!4.0 


29. 7 


54.9 


15.4 


26. 1 


'♦.3 


62.8 


16.3 


20.9 


0.0 


0.0 


80.0 


0.0 


20.0 






90.0 


0.0 


10.0 


1.8 


11.4 


47. 1 


48. 1 


4.8 


44. 1 


31.8 


43.4 


26.4 


30.2 


0.0 


0.0 


54. 3 


10.9 


34.8 


7.7 


0.0 


54.5 


36.4 


9.1 


22.2 


0.0 


60. 7 


32.5 


6.8 






6.2 


0.0 


93.8 


11.5 


^J. 1 


72. 2 


0.0 


27.8 


S4.2 


0.0 


20.0 


56.7 


23.3 


27. 3 


1.5 


61.7 


36.7 


1.6 


XU . V 




79. 2 


20.8 


0.0 


57.1 


0.0 


69.2 


30.8 


0.0 






100.0 


0.0 


0.0 


55.6 


0.0 


43.6 


54.5 


\.9 


35.6 


0.0 


67.6 


20.6 


11.8 


0.0 


0.0 


83.3 


8.3 


8.4 


48.4 


0.0 


60.9 


36.2 


2.9 


43.8 


7.1 


50.0 


37.2 


12.8 


35.5 


4.4 


A5.3 


0.0 


54.7 






66.7 


33.3 


0.0 


39.7 


0.0 


63.5 


36.5 


0.0 






33.3 


66.7 


0.0 


48.5 


CO 






100.0 


18.4 


36.7 


32.4 


24.3 


43.3 


7.7 


7.7 






100.0 


0.0 


0.0 


52.6 


O.C 


47.4 






44.4 


22.2 


33.4 
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Table (Continued) 



1982-83 C/R Qualifiers 1983-84 C/R Qualifiers 1984-83 C/R Qualifiers 1985-86 C/R Qualifiers 



School System Elig Elig Elig Cngr/ Elig Hlig Elig Ungr/ Flig Elig Flig Ungr/ Elig Elig Elig Ungr/ 

Ret Pro DK Ren Pro DK Ret Pro DK Ret Pro DK 

^ ^ ^ ^ % % % % % % % 



West Carroll 20.0 80. C CO 87.5 12.5 0.0 - - - - - lOO.O 

West Feliciana 75.0 25.0 0.0 - - - 66.7 22.2 11.1 u.3 28.6 57.1 

Winn 85.7 0.0 14.3 90.9 0.0 9.1 100.0 0.0 0.0 ^0.0 10.0 0.0 

Monroe City 45.3 34.4 20.3 40.6 0.0 59.4 78.0 15.2 6.8 26.5 0.0 73.5 

Bogaiusa City 5.6 55.6 28.9 46.7 13.3 40.0 75.0 25.0 0.0 26.3 68.4 5.3 

State Totals 43.4 43.2 13.4 41.7 28.7 29.6 64.8 26.9 8.3 48.9 33.9 17.2 



CO 

- « Data unavailable 
(-) = Reported percentages e.xceed 100^'^ 
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ungraded settings or of undetermined status at tht time of Student 
Profile submission. The retention r-t(^ among 1983-84 compensatory/ 
remedial program participants was 41.7 percent, while 28.7 percent were 
promoted to graJt 3. The remaining 29.6 percent wero in ungraded 
settings or of indeterminate status. 

During 1984-85, 64.8 percent of the progrcim participants were 
retained in grade 2, and 26.9 percent were promoted to grade 3. 
Students in ungraded settings or of indeterminate status accounted for 
the remaining 8.3 percent. The retention rate among 1985-86 program 
participants was 48.9 percent with 33.9 percent being promoted. The 
remaining 17.2 percent were in ungraded settings or of indeterminate 
status. 

A comp;=irison of the four years of data reveals that the highest 
yearly retention rate (64-8%) was observed among participants in the 
1984-85 program. Compared with the initial 1982-83 rates (43.4%), those 
for the 1984-85 school year reflect an increase of 21.4 percent. 
However, caution must be viercised in interpreting this finding because 
qvdde level data concerning 1983-84 and 1984-85 qualifiers, in 
particular, were unavailable for students in 9.1 and 25.8 percent of the 
local school systems, v^espectively . Additionally, am' .g those students 
for whom data w^re submitted, 13.4 percent (1982-83), 29.6 percent 
(1983-84), 8.3 percent (1984-85), and 17.2 percent (1985-86) were in 
ungraded settings or of indeterminate grade level status at the time of 
Profil e submission. The unavailability of complete grade level data, 
particularly in 1983-84, could have unduly affected the apparent 
variations in grade 2 retention rates over the four-year perioa 
examined. 
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Perhaps a more accurate picture of the retention rate pattern among 
compensutory/remedial participants i^ that p^^ovided by considering only 
the figures for retained and promoted students, omitting those in 
ungraJed settings and of indeterminate status. Based on these data, the 
retention rates have increased steadily since 1982-83, when 50 percent 
of the grade 2 program participants for whom there was information were 
retained. The 1983-84 rate was 59 percent, that for 1984-85 was 71 
percent, and the current 1985-86 rate was 59 percent. This pattern, 
particularly during the 1982-85 period, strongly suggests that the BST 
is playing an increasingly greater role in the promotion/retention 
decis-'on for those students who score below the minimum performance 
standard. The decline in the 1985-86 rate is, however, inconsistent 
with the overall increase in retention rates among al"! grade 2 students. 



Grade 3 Compensatory/ Remedial Qualifiers 
The promotion/. etention status of regular and special education 
students who qualified for grade 3 compensatory/ remedial services in 
1983-84, 1984-85, and 1985-86 is presented in Table 6. During 1983-84, 
among those students who qualified for grade 3 serviccb, 30.3 percent 
were retained, and 42.3 percent were promoted to grade 4. The remaining 
27.4 percent were in ungraded settings or of indeterminate status at the 
time Student Profiles wen- submitted. 

Statewide, for 1983-84, 46.7 percent of the students who qualified 
for grade 3 sc/vices were retained in grade 3, and 46.2 percent were 
promoted to grade 4. The remaining 7.1 percent were in ungraded 
classrooms or of undetermined status. Among the 1985-86 compensatory/ 
remedial program qualifiers, 37.2 percent were retained, and 46.3 
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Table 6. Promotion/Retention Status of Regular anc Special Education Students Who Qualified 
For Grade 3 Conpensatory/Remedial Services; 3983-84, 1984-85, and 19B5-86 



1983-84 C/R Qualifiers 



1984-85 C/R Qualifiers 



1985-86 C/R Qualifiers 



School System 



Elig 
Ret 



Elig 
Pro 



Elig Ungr/ 



Elig 
Ret 



Elig 
Pro 

% 



Elig Ungr/ 
DK 



Elig 
Ret 

% 



Elig 
Pro 

% 



Elig Ungr/ 
DK 



Acadia 
Allen 
Ascension 
Assumption 
Avoyelles 
Beauregard 
Bienville 
Bossier 
Caddo 
^ Calcasieu 
Caldwell 
Cameron 
Catahoula 
Claiborne 
Concordia 

DCc»V-0 

East Baton Rou^^ . 

East Carroll 

East Feliciana 

Evangeline 

Franklin 

Grant 

Iberia 

Iberville 

Jackson 

Jefferson 

w^efferscn Davis 

Lafayette 

Lafourche 

LasdUe 



65.3 
42.2 
20.3 
50.5 
^.7.4 
28.9 
96.9 
30.9 
30.5 



34.6 
58.3 
31.0 
50.0 
31.0 
44.8 
20.0 
63.5 
25.5 

52.4 
43.0 
40.7 
26.6 
24.1 
24.7 
99.2 
36.4 



29.7 
55.6 
72.9 
44.1 
44.7 
68.4 
3.1 
68.4 
63.7 



53.8 
41.7 
69.0 
50.0 
68.8 
55.2 
80.0 
29.4 
72.5 

44.9 
52.7 
59.3 
51.5 
44.6 
69.9 
0.0 
163.6 



5.1 
2.2 
6.8 
5.4 
7.9 
2.6 
0.0 
0.7 



11.5 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.2 
O.O 
0.0 
7.1 
2.0 

2.7 
4.3 
0.0 
21.9 
31.3 
5.4 
0.3 
0.0 



75.9 
35.5 
27.6 

64.6 
20.0 
68.8 
25.6 
25.7 
46.7 



44.4 

32.1 
35.7 
43.2 
30.4 
37.2 



40.3 

34.8 
20.6 

30.9 
70.8 
22.7 



24.1 
64.5 
64.6 

30.8 
60.0 
31.2 
62.0 
70.5 
48.1 



55.6 

67.9 
56.8 
51.4 
43.5 
62.8 



59.7 

65.2 
63.6 

69.1 
29.2 
77.3 



0.0 
O.C 
7.8 



4 

20 
0 
12 



3.8 



0.0 

0.0 
7.5 
S.4 
26.1 
0.0 



0.0 

0.0 
15.8 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



45.7 
52.5 
32.9 

76.9 
29.2 
48.3 
28.8 
34.4 
35.2 

11.8 
55.0 
0.0 
23.6 
55.1 
36.5 
34.2 
23.8 
73.3 

75 6 
53.7 
72.2 
33.3 
22.5 
32.1 
43.2 
44.8 
61.5 



48.6 
15.0 
62.0 

15.4 
66.7 
31.0 
51.8 
61.5 
10.1 

88.2 
40.0 
100.0 
69.1 
0.0 
58.2 
52.6 
66.7 
14.0 

0.0 
42.5 

3.1 
61.9 
61.5 
66.0 
55.6 
52.8 
38.5 



5.7 

32.5 
5.1 
100.0 
7.7 
4.1 

20.7 

19.4 
4.1 

54.7 
100.0 
0.0 
5.0 
0.0 
7.3 

44.9 
5.3 

13.2 
9.5 

12.7 
100.0 

24.4 
3.8 

24.7 
4.8 

16.0 
1.9 
1.2 
2.4 
0.0 
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Table 6, (Continued) 

1983-84 C/R Qualifiers 1984-85 C/R Qualifiers 1985-86 C/R Qualifiers 



School System Elig Elig EUg L'rgr/ Elig Elig Elig Ungr/ Elig Elig Elig Ungr/ 

Ret Pro DK Rei Pro DK Ret Pre DK 

% % % % % % % 



Lincoln 


:0.3 


0.0 


Livingston 


15.1 


84.9 


Madison 


33.3 


48.1 


Morehouse 


100.0 


0.0 


Natchitoches 


1.6 


36.5 


Orleans 


19.2 


14.: 


Ouachita 


37.7 


61.5 


Plaquemines 


43.6 


9.1 


Pointe Coupee 


24.1 


31.5 


Rapides 


45.6 


51.4 


Red River 


25.9 


55.6 


Richland 


9.5 


0.0 


Sabine 


25.3 


73.4 


St. Bernard 


43.3 


51.1 


St. Charles 


32.1 


60.7 


Sc. Helena 


25.7 


57.1 


St. James 


30.8 


34.6 


St. John 


38.1 


61.9 


St. Lacary 


38.9 


57.3 


St. Martiii 


34.6 


61.8 


St. Mary 


38.8 


61.2 


St. Tammany 


19.9 


68.9 


Tangipahoa 


3.3 


4.1 


Tens&s 


e^.z 


36.8 


Terrebonne 


31.3 


67.6 


Union 


18.8 


18.8 


Vermilion 






Vernon 


34.7 


45.5 


Kashingt'jn 


45.9 


35.1 


Webster 


40.5 


CO 


West baton Rouge 


24.0 


52.0 




;9.7 95.7 4,"^ 

0.0 23.2 73,5 

18.5 40.9 47.7 

0.0 93.3 6.7 

fel.9 100.0 0.0 

66.4 86.3 2.7 

0.8 43.7 48.3 

47.3 100.0 0.0 

44.4 93.1 8.9 
3.1 50.7 49.3 

18.5 

:i.5 51.9 44.3 

1.3 33.3 6..1 

5.6 71.2 25.6 

7.1 39.0 61.0 

17.1 8.6 91.4 

34.6 

0.0 31.8 68.2 

3.8 48.7 51.3 

3.6 59.6 36.5 

0.0 35.6 60.2 

11.:* 18.9 72.4 

92.7 19.9 72.5 
0.0 

1.1 34.6 65.4 

62.5 16.7 83.3 
42.1 57.9 

19.8 33.3 30.3 

18.9 28.6 71.4 
59,5 100,0 0,0 
24.0 
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0,0 


59.4 


0.0 


40.6 


3,3 


16.8 


72.0 


11.2 


11,4 


47.4 


23.7 


23.9 


0,0 


73.2 


12.5 


14.3 


0,0 


97.1 


0.0 


2.9 


11,0 


35.6 


58.7 


5.7 


8,( 


33.6 


52.4 


14.0 


0,t 


65.0 


7.8 


27.2 


0,0 


46.^ 


51.7 


98.3 


0,0 


39. 


46.4 


14.5 


- - 


0.0 


15.6 


84.4 


3.8 


77.1 


0.0 


22.9 


5,6 


39.6 


52.1 


8.3 


3,2 


51.6 


45.9 


2.5 


0,0 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


0,0 


20.7 


72.4 


6.9 




75.9 


3.4 


20.7 


0.0 


29.2 


67.7 


3.1 


0,0 


51.0 


41,4 


7.6 


3,8 


57.; 


40,4 


1.9 


^,0 


38.7 


52,7 


8.6 


8,7 


31.6 


54,2 


14.2 


7,6 


48.6 


0,7 


50.; 




56.5 


39,1 


4.4 


0,0 


34.1 


64,7 


1.2 


0,0 


0.0 


100,0 


0.0 


CO 


0.0 


0.0 


100.0 


36,4 


24.4 


32.6 


43.0 


0,0 






100.0 


0.0 


56.1 


0.0 


43.9 




21.2 


69.7 


9.1 
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Table 6. (Continued) 



School System 



1983-84 C/R Qualifiers 



1984-8^ C/R Qualifiers 



Elig 

P.2t 



Elig 
Pro 



Elig Ur.gr/ 
DK 



Elig 
Ret 



Elig 
Pro 



Elig Ungr^ 



1985-86 C/R Qualifiers 



Elig 
Ret 



Elig 
Pre 



Elig Ungr/ 
DK 



West Carroll 
West Feliciana 
Winn 

Monroe City 
Bogalusa City 
State Totals 



40.0 

SO.O 
30.3 
56.1 
30.3 



61;. 0 

0.0 
0.0 
29.3 
42.3 



0.0 

20.0 
69.7 
14.6 
27.4 



38.9 
50.0 
63.2 
43.2 
46.7 



61.1 
50.0 
32.3 
52.3 
46.2 



0.0 
0.0 
4.5 
4.5 
7.1 



28.6 
77.8 
52.6 
23.3 
3T.2 



28.6 
22.2 
0.0 
46.7 
46.3 



100. 0 
42.8 
0.0 
47.4 
30. C 
16.5 



- = Data unavailable 
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percent were promoted. The remaining 16.5 percent were in ungraded 
settings or of indeterminate status when Profiles were submitted. 

A comparison of these data indicates that, among the qualifiers for 
grade 3 services, retention rates have generally increased since the 
first year of basic skills testing at that level in 1982-83. However, 
caution must again be used in interpreting these promotion/retention 
rates because incomplete data were provided for 27.4 percent of the 
students eligible for 1983-84 services, 7.1 percent of those eligible in 
1984-85, and 16.5 percent of the eligible students in 1985-86. 

As with the grade 2 service participants, data examined relative to 
only those students who were either promoted or retained over the three- 
year period provide a clearer picture of the retention pattern. Among 
those students who received grade 3 services during 1983-84, 42 percent 
had been retained for thdt school year. For the 1984-85 school year, 50 
percent of the compensatory/remedial program participants had been 
retained. The retention rate among 1985-86 program qualifiers was 45 
percent. Thus, among students who fail to attain the performance 
standard on the Grade 3 BST, a larger number are currently being 
retained than in 1982-83 when the test was first introduced. 

Grade 4 Conipensatory/Remcdial Qualifiers 
The promotion/retention status of students who qualified for grade 
4 compensatory/remedial services in 1984-85 and 1985-86 is shown in 
Table 7. Overall, among the grade 4 students who qualified for 1984-85 
services, 42.5 percent were retained in grade 4, and 50.8 percent were 
promoted to grade 5. Data were incomplete relative to 6.7 percent of 
the eligible students. Among the 1985-86 qualifiers, 36.1 percent wore 
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Table 7. Promotion/P ;tention Status of Regular and Special Education Students v»ho 
Qualified for Grade 4 Compensatory/Remedial Services: 1984-85 and 1985-86 



1984-85 C/R Qualifiers 



1985-86 C/R Oualifiers 



School Systen 



Eligible 
Retained 



Eligible 
Promoted 



Eligible I'ngrad/ 
Don't Know 



Eligible 
Retained 



Eligible 
Pronoted 



Eligible Ungrad/ 
Don't Know 



Acadia 


62.6 


37.4 


o.c 


57.1 


25.7 


17.2 


Allen 


58.6 


40.0 


1.4 


23.5 


41.2 


35.3 


Ascension 


14.5 


82.8 


? . 7 


16.1 


76,3 


7.6 


Assumption 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


100.0 


Avoyelles 


69.6 


27.5 


2.9 


68.:' 


22.7 


9.1 


Beauregard 


37.5 


58.9 


3.6 


32.^ 


58.1 


9.6 


Bienville 


31.6 


42.1 


?6.3 


40.7 


44.4 


14.9 


Bossier 


15.7 


65.: 


18.6 


29.1 


57.5 


13.4 


Caddo 


31.1 


65.9 


3.0 


37.1 


58.1 


4.8 


Calcasieu 


23.8 


71.5 


4.7 


37.8 


11.1 


51.1 


Caldwell 


- 


- 


- 


0.0 


0.0 


100.0 


Cameron 


- 


- 


- 


22.7 


77.3 


0.0 


Catahoula 








25.8 


67.7 


93.5 


Claiborne 


48.3 


51.7 


0.0 


83.3 


16.7 


0.0 


Concordia 








30.8 


61.5 


f.l 


Desoto 


47.: 


52. S 


O.C 


54.2 


0.0 


45.0 


East Baton Rouge 


24.6 


69.8 


5.6 


28.6 


64.0 


7.4 


East Carroll 


53.1 


46.9 


0.0 


22.6 


71.0 


6.4 


East Feliciana 


18.5 


75.4 


6.1 


36.8 


50.9 


12.3 


Evangeline 


42.4 


54.4 


3.2 


51.6 


38.5 


9.9 


Franklin 












100.0 


Grrnt 








50.0 


0.0 


50.0 


Iberia 


27.5 


72.5 


0.0 


69.0 


26.2 


95.2 


Iberville 








67.2 


13.1 


19.7 


Jackson 


46. C 


54.0 


0.0 


4.5 


86.4 


9.1 


Jefferson 


17.6 


70.0 


12.4 


2*7.6 


58.1 


14,3 


Jefferson Davis 








21.4 


71.4 


7.2 


Lafayette 


27.4 


72.6 


0.0 


34.6 


64.6 


99.2 


Lafcurche 


59.2 


36.7 


4.1 


50.5 


40.6 


91.1 


Lasalle 


0.0 


100.0 


0.0 


14.3 


85.7 


0.0 
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Table 7. (Continued) 



1984-85 C/R Qualifiers 



1985-86 C/R Qualifiers 



School System 



Eligible 
Retained 



Eligible 
Promoted 



Eligible Cngrad/ 
Don't Know 



Eligible 
Retained 

% 



Eligible 
Promoted 

% 



Eligible Ungrad/ 
Don't Know 
% 



as 



Lincoln 


89.7 


5.1 


5.2 


65.6 


0.0 


34.4 


Livingston 


47.3 


50.3 


2.4 


a.o 


49.7 


9.3 


Madison 


38.0 


59.2 


2.8 


76.3 


21.1 


2.6 


Morehouse 


98.3 


1.7 


0.0 


82.4 


2.9 


14.7 


Natchitoches 


100.0 


0.0 


0.0 


100.0 


0.0 


0.0 


Orleans 


85.7 


2.3 


12.0 


34.5 


59.5 


6.0 


Ouachita 


39.2 


58.0 


2.8 


26.4 


54.3 


80.7 


Plaquemines 


100.0 


0.0 


0.0 


60.0 


16.2 


76.2 


Pointe Coupee 


76.6 


20.2 


1.0 


46.6 


43.8 


9.6 


Rapides 


35.8 


64.2 


0.0 


47.2 


35.8 


17.0 


Red Rivet 


- 


- 


- 


11.1 


66.7 


22.2 


Richland 


51.6 


44.1 


4.3 


77.3 


0.0 


22.7 


Sabine 


37.5 


57.5 


5.0 


22.7 


59.1 


18.2 


Sc. Bernard 


50.5 


45.7 


3.8 


2^.4 


73.8 


4.8 


St. Charles 


33.3 


57.6 


9.1 


51.7 


46.7 


1.6 


St. Helena 


23.8 


76.2 


0.0 


61.5 


35.5 


0.0 


St. James 








86.7 


0.0 


13.3 


St. John 


10.3 


89.7 


0.0 


15.2 


84.8 


0.0 


St. Landry 


54.2 


45.8 


0.0 


68.0 


26.2 


5.8 


St. Martin 


29.9 


C9.1 


1.0 


42.6 


54.4 


3.0 


St. Mary 


26.1 


72.8 


1.1 


35.1 


55.7 


9.2 


St. Tannaany 


13.1 


78.8 


8.1 


26.6 


65.1 


8.3 


Tangipahoa 


2U.8 


60.3 


13.9 


36.2 


3.5 


60.3 


Tensas 








58.8 


23.5 


17.7 


Terrebonne 


28.1 


73.9 


0.0 


34,4 


65.6 


0.0 


Union 


23.8 


76.2 


0.0 


2?. 7 


77.3 


0.0 


Vermilion 


17.6 


82.4 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


100.0 


Vernon 


27.8 


41.7 


20.5 


21.2 


56.2 


22.6 


Washington 


32.3 


66.7 


1.0 






100.0 


Webster 


100.0 


0.0 


0.0 


75.0 


0.0 


25.0 


West Baton Rouge 








38.6 


50.0 


11.4 
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TobU 7. (Continued) 



1984-85 C/R Qualifiers 



1985-86 C/R Qualifiers 



School System 



Eligible 
^^etained 



LligiMc 
Promoted 



Eligible Ungrad/ 
Don't Know 



Eligible 
Retained 



Eligible 
Promoted 



Cli^.lble Ungrad/ 
Don*t }'>nc\f 



X " Carroll 
Viv'i" eliclana 
Winn 

Monroe City 
Bogalusa City 
State Totals 



28.0 
54.2 
43.0 
44.3 
42.5 



64.0 
45.8 
55.7 
51.4 
50.8 



8.0 
0.0 
1.3 
4.3 
6.7 



15.4 
100.0 
41.? 
45.5 
36.1 



30.8 
0.0 
0.0 
21.2 
45.9 



10^.0 
53.8 
0.0 
58.8 
33.3 
18.0 



wo 

- = Data unavailable 
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retained, and 45.9 percent were promoted. The remaining 18.0 percent 
were in ungraded settings or of indeterminate status at the time 
Profiles were submitted. 

A comparison of the two years' of data indicates that retention 
rates among grade 4 compensatory/remedial program qualifiers have 
decreased during this period. When only the promoted and retained 
students are considered, the rate among 1984-85 qualifiers was 46 
percent, while that among current 1D85-86 participants was 44 percent. 
Tn contrast to the grade 2 and grade 3 trends observed during the second 
year of testing at each of those levels, the .etention rate among grade 

4 compenr,?tory/ remedial qualifiers decreased. 

Grade 5 Compensatory/Remedial Quijlifiers 
The promotioVt-Ptention status of students who qualified for grade 

5 compensatory/rrmedial services in 1985-86 is shown in Table 8. Among 
the students who oualificd for 1985-86 services, 28.7 percent were 
retained in grade 5, and 54.4 percent were promoted to grade 6. Data 
uere incomplete relative to 16.9 percent of the eligible students. When 
the promoted and retained students are considered in isolation, 35 
percent of the total were retained, and the remaining 65 percent were 
promoted. It should be noted that these first-year retention rates are 
lower than any observed after the first year of testim for the other 
grade levels involved in the Basic Skills Testing Program. 

Summer School Attendance/Nonattendance 
I, formation concerning the promotion/retention status of 
compensatory/-emedial students in accordance with their participation in 

BEST COPY AVAILABLE ^ ,.3 



Table 8, Promotion Status of Regular and Special Education Students Who Qualified 
for Grade 5 Corapensator>VRemedial Services: 1985-86 



1985-86 C/R Qualifiers 



School System Eligible Retained Eligible Promoted Eligible Ungraded /Don ' t Know 

% % % 



Acadia 


60,0 


33.3 


6.7 


Allen 


29.5 


45.5 


25.0 


Ascension 


13.9 


85.0 


1.1 


Assumption 


0.0 


1.0 


99.0 


Avoyelles 


81.1 


12.9 


6.0 


Beauregard 


14.6 


81.2 


4.2 


Bienville 


47.6 


42.9 


9.5 


Bossier 


14.0 


67.4 


18.6 


Caddo 


20.6 


77.2 


2.2 


Calcasieu 


45.3 


14.2 


40.5 


Caldwell 


0.0 


0.0 


100.0 


Cameron 


6.9 


89.7 


3.4 


Catahoula 


23.6 


69.1 


7.3 


Claiborne 


33.3 


54.5 


12.2 


Concordia 


17.6 


70.6 


11.8 


Desoto 


52.4 


0.0 


47.6 


East Baton Rouge 


20.2 


76.9 


2.9 


East Car'^oll 


20.0 


70.0 


10.0 


East Feliciana 


22.2 


69.8 


8.0 


Evangeline 


52.^ 


43.3 


96.2 


Franklin 






100.0 


Crftnt 


67.6 


2.9 


29<5 


Iberia 


57.3 


38.'' 


4.5 


Iberville 


62.7 


12.7 


24.0 


Jackson 


14.3 


78.6 


7,1 


Jefferson 


16.9 


73.1 


10.0 


Jefferson Davis 


25.0 


71.2 


3.8 


Lafayette 


30.4 


68.3 


1.3 


Lafourche 


39.9 


56.9 


3.2 


Lasalle 


22.4 


75.5 


2.1 



o 
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Table 8. (Continued) 



cl. 

School System Eligible Retained 

% 



Lincoln 


70.7 


Livingston 


21.8 


Madison 


34.3 


Morehouse 


75.0 


'^Natchitoches 


100.0 


Orleans 


22.5 


Ouachita 


19.2 


Plaquemines 


59.6 


Pointe Coupee 


42.9 


Rapides 


24.9 


Red Wver 


42.1 


Richland 


84.8 


Sabine 


19.6 


St. Bernard 


44.3 


St-, Charles 


25.9 


St. Helena 


28.6 


St. James 


89.3 


St. John 


12.3. 


St. Landry 


53,2 


St. Martin 


35.6 


St. M 


25.0 


St. Tammany 


16.6 


Tangipahoa 


34.9 


Tensas 


36.4 


Terrebonne 


23.4 


Union 


12.5 


Vermilion 


0.0 


Vernon 


28.4 


Washington 




Webster 


73.2 


West Baton Rouge 


7.4 



1985-86 C/R Qualifiers 



Eligible Promoted Eligible Ungraded /Don't Know 

% % 



0,0 


29.3 


72.0 


6.2 


55.2 


10.5 


8.3 


16.7 


0.0 


0.0 


73.4 


4.1 


53.8 


27.0 


16.5 


23.9 


53.6 


3.5 


64.9 


10.2 


50.0 


7.9 


0.0 


15.2 


70.6 


9.8 


49.8 


5.9 


72.? 


1.8 


65.7 


S.7 


0.0 


10.7 


86.7 


1.2 


42.2 


4.6 


62.4 


2.0 


67.1 


7.9 


74.4 


9.0 


1.9 


63.2 


54.5 


9.1 


75.9 


0.7 


84.4 


3.1 


0.0 


100.0 


48.3 


23.3 




100.0 


0.0 


26.8 


20.4 


72.2 
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Table 8, (Continued) 



School System 



Eligible Retained 
% 



1985-86 C/R Qualifiers 



Eligible Promoted 



Eligible Ungraded /Don't Know 

% 



West Carroll 
West Feliciana 
Winn 

Monroe City 
Bogalusa City 
State Totals 



14,8 
66,7 
45,C 
16.3 
28,7 



9,2 
33,3 

0.0 
55.8 
5/ 4 



100.0 
76,0 
0.0 
54.2 

16.9 



Data unavailable 
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the 1985 summer program is presented in Table 9. As illustrated in the 
table, there was little correlation between summer school attendance and 
promotion rates among compensatory/remedial qualifiers. Of the grade 2 
service qualifiers who attended summer school, 39.3 percent were 
promoted to grade 3; among those who did not attend, 39.4 percent were 
promoted. Among the grade 3 compencatory/ remedial qualifiers, 47.1 
percent of those who attended summer school were promoted to grade 4 for 
the 1985-86 session. The promotion rate among those who did not attend 
was higher, 56.4 percent. 

The promotion rate among the grade 4 compensatory/remedial 
qualifiers who attended suinner school was 50.9 percent; that among those 
who did not attend was 55.5 percent. Among the grade 5 service 
qualifiers who attended summer school, 54.4 percent were promoted; the 
promotion rate among those who did not attend was 69.2 percent. 

Examination of these data indicates that participation in the 1985 
summer program was not a major factor in determining whether 
compensatory/ remedial students were promote^-' or retained. in fact, 
promotion rates among compensatory/remedial qualifiers who did not 
attend summer school were consistently higher than those observed among 
participating students who attended the summer session (except at grade 
2)* W:-ile this finding is consistent with that observed in earlier 
placement studies of the 1982, 1983, and 1984 compensatory/remedial 
summer school programs, it is more pronounced for the 1985-86 
qualifiers. 



Summary 

The data presented relative to the grade placement of compensatory/ 
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Table 9. Promotion/Retention Statistics for Participants and 
Nonpartlcipants in the 1985 State-Funded Compensatory/ 
Remedial Summer Program 





Ar tended 


SS 


Did Not 


Attend SS 






Grade 2 BST: 


N 


% 


N 


% 


Retained Grade 2 


751 


58,9 


1187 


55.7 


Promoted Grade 3 










Ungraded/Don* t Know 


23 


1.8 


140 


4.9 


Total 


1275 


300.0 


2849 


300,0 


Grade 3 BST; 










cained Grade 2 


U39 


51,5 


2012 


38.2 


Promoted Grade 3 




H / • i 






Ungraded/Don* t Know 


39 


1,4 


286 


5.4 


Total 


2792 


100,0 


527; 


100.0 


Grade 4 BST: 










Retained Grade 2 


1103 


47,7 


1827 


39.7 


Promoted Grade 3 


1177 


50.9 


2552 


55.5 


Ungraded/Don* t Know 


3A 


1,4 


218 


4.8 


Total 


2314 


100.0 


4597 


100.0 


Grade h BST: 










Retained Grade 2 


161? 


44.4 


1875 


27.9 


Promoted Grade 3 


1973 


54.4 


4648 


69.2 


Ungraded/Don*t Know 




1,2 


196 




Total 


362^ 


100.0 


6719 


100.0 
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remedial participants over the period during which the Basic Skills 
Testing Program has been in operation indicate that retention rates 
among grade 2 and grade 3 qualifiers have increased since the initiation 
of the program at each of those levels. However, the retention rate for 
the current group of g.ade 4 qualifiers is lower than that for 1984-85. 
Among the first group of grade 5 service quelifiers, the retention rate 
of 35 percent is lower than that previously observed after the first 
year of testing at each of the other grades involved in the Basic Skills 
Testing Program. A comparison of promotion/retention figures for 
participants and nonpartici pants in the 1985 summer school pror- am 
revealed that participation in the summer program did not appear to 
affect the promotion/retention decision; in fact, at grades 3-5, the 
promotion rate among nonattendees was higher than that among qualifiers 
who did attend. 



Evaluat ion Question 3: To what extent do students 
repeatedly qualify for the State-Funded 
Compensatory/Remedial Program ? 



Introduction 

Information concerning previous compensatory/remedial program 
participation among 1985-86 participants is presented in Table 10. For 
students at each level of participation (receiving grade 2, grade 3, 
grade 4, or grade '= services), the percentage who had previously 
received compensatory/remedial services is shown in accordance with 
their current promotion/retention status. 
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Table 10. Previous Compensatory/Remedial Program Participation Ar.cng 1985-8b i^aalifiers 



C/R Level Total Previous Previous Previous Both Cr Both Gr both Gr Gr 2, 3, Total 

Qualifiers Gr 2 C/R Only Gr 3 C/R Only Gr 4 C/R Only 2 & 3 C/R 2 & C/K 3 & 4 C/R £.4 C/K Previous C/R 

K % N % N % N % N % N % N N S N % 



Grade 2 C/R: 



• Promoted 


1623 


33.9 


149 


9.2 










149 


9. : 


• Retained 


2338 


48.9 


128 


5.5 










128 


5.5 


• Ungraded/ 


821 


17.2 


0 


0.0 










0 


0.0 


Don't know 






















Total 


4782 


100.0 


277 


5.8 










277 


5.8 


Grade 3 C/R: 






















• Promoted 


4288 


46,3 


368 


8.6 


349 


8.1 


112 


2.6 - - 


829 


19.3 


• Retained 


3451 


37.2 


400 


11.6 


211 


6.1 


60 


1.7 - - 


671 


19.4 


• Ungraded/ 


1528 


16.5 


36 


2.4 


24 


1.6 


17 


1.1 - - 


77 


5.0 


Don't know 






















Total 


9267 


100.0 


804 


8.7 


584 


6,3 


189 


?.0 - - 


1577 


17.0 



Grade 4 C/R: 



• 


Promoted 


3729 


45.9 


105 


2.8 


543 


14.6 


282 


7.6 


169 


4.5 


10 


C.3 


119 


3.2 


39 


1.0 


1267 


34.0 


• 


Retained 


2930 


36.1 


101 


3.4 


510 


17.4 


196 


6.7 


123 


4.2 


14 


0.5 


64 


2.2 


16 


0.5 


934 


31.9 


• 


Ungraded/ 


1462 


18.0 


12 


0.8 


34 


2.3 


11 


0.8 


13 


0.:» 


5 


0.3 


9 


0.6 


4 


0.3 


88 


6.0 




Don'- know 








































Total 


8121 


100.0 


218 


2.7 


1087 


13.4 


229 


2.8 


305 


3.8 


29 


0.4 


192 


2.4 


59 


0.7 


2209 


27.2 



Grade 5 C/R: 



• 


Promoted 


6621 


54.4 


36 


0.5 


240 


3.6 


1465 


22.1 


12 


0.2 


30 


0.5 


310 


4.7 


6:* 


:.o 


2157 


32.6 


• 


Retained 


3487 


28.7 


33 


0.9 


129 


3.7 


73'' 


21.1 


8 


0.2 


12 


0.3 


180 


5.2 


29 


C.8 


1128 


32.3 


• 


Ungraded/ 


2062 


16.9 


3 


0.1 


6 


0.2 


29 


1.4 


0 


0.0 


1 


0.1 


4 


0.2 


2 


0.1 


45 


2.7. 




Don't know 








































Total 


12170 


100.0 


72 


0.6 


375 


3.1 


2231 


18.3 


20 


0.2 


43 


0.4 


494 


4.1 


95 


0.8 


3330 


21. k 
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Grade 2 Compensatory/Remed^ial Pi^rticipants 

As illustrated in Table 10, 4,782 students qualified for grade 2 
services on the 1985 BST. Of thai number, 33.9 percent had been 
promoted to grade 3, and 4d.9 percent had been retained in grade 2 for 
the 19b5-86 school year. Of these promoted to grade 3 and currently 
receiving grade 2 compensatory/ remedial services, 9.2 percent had 
received such services previously. Ainong those retained in grade 2 
while receiving 1985-86 services, 5.5 percent had previously been 
served. Ainong students in ungraded classrooms or for whom complete 
grade level data wer^^* unavailable, none ha:, previously been served. 
Ov/rall, among the current recipients of grade 2 compensatory/ remedial 
services, 5.8 percent had previously received such services. 

Grade 3 Comp s' ' "tory/Rernedial Participants 

Among the 9,267 stuoents who qualified for grade 3 compensatory/ 
remedial services during 1985-86 for whom compi'^te data were 

available, 46.3 percent had been promote tc grade 4, and 37.2 percent 
had ceen retained in grade 3. Of those promoted to grade 4, 8.6 ^.-^rcf^nt 
had previously received grade services only, 8.1 percent had received 
only grade 3 services, and 2.6 percent had received services at both 
levels. Overall, 19.3 percent of the promoted students who qualified 
for 198^-86 compensatory/ remedial services had received such services 
prior to the current school year. 

Among tri<^ retained stuaen' 11.6 percent had prc'viously received 
grade 2 services only, 6.1 o^rcent hr,d received only grade 3 serv ^s, 
and 1.7 percent had received both. Overall, 19.4 percent of the 
retained compensatory education qualifiers had received services prior 
to tne current school year. 
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Within the group students in ungraded classrooms or for whom 
complete grade level data were unavailable, 2.4 percent had previously 
received compensato y/remedial services at grade 2 only, L6 percent at 
grade 3 only, and 1.1 percent at both levels. Overall, 5.0 percent of 
the students in this group had received services prior to the 1985-86 
school year. Among all ^985-86 recipients of grade 3 compensatory/ 
remedial services, 17.0 percent had previously participated in tne 
program. 

Grade 4 Compensatory/Remedial Participants 

Of the 8,121 c/rQdr» 4 service qualifiers "^or whom complete data were 
submitted, 45.9 percent had been promcced to grade 5, and 36.1 percent 
had been retained in yrade 4. Among the promoted students, 2.8 percert 
had previously received only grade 2 services, 14.6 percent had received 
only grade 3 services, 7.6 percent h:;d previously received only grade 4 
services. Both grade 2 and 3 services had been rec^i^ed by 4.5 percent, 
0.3 percent had received services of both grades L and 4, and grade 3 
and 4 services had previously been received by 3.2 percent. Services at 
all three levels (grades 2, 3, and 4) had been received by 1.0 percent. 
Overall, 34.0 percent of the promoted students who were grade 4 service 
qualifiers had received compensatory/ remedial services prior to the 
igSS-SC school year. 

Among the retained students, 3.4 percent had previously received 
grade 2 services only, 17.4 percent had received only grade 3 services, 
anri 6.7 percent had received only grade 4 services. Services at both 
grades 2 and 3 had been received by 4.2 pf^rcent, O.'; percent had 
received services at both grade*-,, 2 and 4, and 2.2 percent had received 
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both grades 3 and 4 services. ices a1: all three levels had been 

received by 0.5 percent. Across the entire group of retuined students 
who qtdlified for 1985-86 services, 31.9 percent had received compen- 
satory education prior to the current school year. 

Among the students in ungraded settings or ^or whom grade level 
data were incomplete, 0.8 percer.t had previously received conipencatory/ 
remedial servicss at grade 2 only, 2.3 percent at grade 3 only, and 0.8 
percer.c at grade 4 only. Both grades 2 and 3 services had been received 
by 0.9 percent, both 2 and 4 services by 0.3 percent, end both 3 and 4 
services by 0.6 percent. A-nong these students, 0.3 percent had 
previously received services at all three levels. Overall, 6.0 percent 
of the students in this ungraded/ i ^determinate status group had received 
services prior to the 1985-86 school year. Among all 1985-86 grade 4 
service recipients, 27.2 oercent had previously panicipeted in tne 
Compensatory/Remedial Program. 

Grade 5 Compensatory/Remedial Pv^ogram Participants 

Of the 12,170 graH' -i service qualifi«^;rs for whom complet- data 
wee submitted, 54. rcent hoci been promoted to grade 6, and 28.7 
percent had been retained in grade 5. Among the promoted students, 0.5 
percent had previously received only grade 2 services, 3.6 pet^cent had 
received only grade 3 services, and 22.1 percent had previously received 
only grade 4 services. Services at both grades 2 and 3 had been 
received by 0.2 percent, 0.5 percent had received services at both 
grades 2 an'l 4, and 4.7 percent had >^eceived both grades 3 and 4 
service"^. Services at all three levels had been received by 1.0 
percent. Across the entire group of retained students who qualified for 
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1985-86 services, 32.6 percent had received compensatory education prior 
to the current school year. 

Among the retained students, 0.9 percent had previously received 
compensatory/remedial services at grade 2 only, 3.7 percent at K^rade 3 
only, and 21.1 percent at grade 4 only. Both grades 2 and 3 services 
had been received by 0.2 percent, both 2 and 4 services by 0.3 percent, 
and both 3 and 4 services by 5.2 percent. Among these students, 0.8 
percent nad previously received services at all three levels. Overall, 
32.3 percent of the students in tiii<: group had received services prior 
to the 1985-86 school year. 

Among the sti^dents in ungraded settings or for whom grade level 
data were incomplete, 0.1 percent had previously received only grade 2 
services, 0.2 percent had received only grade 3 services, and 1.4 
percent had received only grade 4 services. None of these students had 
received services at both grades 2 and 3, while services at horh grades 
2 and 4 had been received by 0.1 percent, end at both 3 and 4 by 0.2 
percent. Services at all thvte grade levels had been received by 0.1 
percent. Overall, 2.2 percent of the students in this ungraded/ 
indeterm'nate status group had previously been served by the program. 
Among a* 1 1985-86 grade 5 service recipients, 27.4 percent had 
previously participated in the Compensatory/Remedial Program. 

Summary 

This analysis reveals that among the 1985-86 qualifiers for 
compensatory/remedial services, 21.5 percent of the total group had 
previously been served in the pr ram. This included 5.8 percent of 
thoso qualifying for grade 2 services, 17.0 percent of those qjalifying 
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for grade 3 ser^'ices, 27.2 percent of qualifying for grade 4 services 
and 27 A percent of the grade 5 service qualifiers. At the same time, 
the data show a slightly greater tendency to promote these "repeat 
qualifiers" rather than to retain them. There are two possible 
explanations for this. One is that these students had al>^eady been 
retained the first time they failed to meet the minimum performance 
standard on the BST and that their later performance warranted 
promotion. The other possible explanation is that the saR.c difficulties 
identified by the BST had caused multiple earlier retentions for these 
students. Many local Pupil Progression Plans linit the number of tim3S 
a student can be »^etained in the elementary grades. Many of the 
students qualifying for their second or third year of compensatory 
education could have been administratively placed in the next grade for 
this reason. However, the fact that only a small number of students 
(4.1 percent of the compensatory/ remedial qualifiers In grades 3, 4, and 
5 together) had previously received two or more years of services argues 
that the promotions cannot be attributed solely to the limitations on 
retention in local Pupil Progression Plans. 
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CONCLUSIONS 



The 1985-86 school year is the fourth one for which the promotion/ 
retention rates of students participating in the Louisiana Basic Skills 
Test (BST) have been reported. This report examines promotion rates in 
grades 2 through 5 from 1980 to 1985. The major conclusions are offered 
below with the caveat that missing data over the years surveyed (not all 
school systtis reported the grade placement of students qualifying for 
compensatory/ remedial services) could li" , their general izabili'-y, 
particularly as applied to systems with more chan one year of non- 
reportcd data. 

t The Louisiana minimum competency program, which includes the 
BST, minimum standards. State Curriculum Guides, compensatory/ 
remedial services, and local Pupil Progression Plans, has had en 
effect upon promotion rates in the grades studied. Between the 
1980-81 school year (Ljfore the BST was introduced) and the 

1984- 85 school year, the percentage of students retained in 
grade 2 increased f^oui 7.8 to 9.2; the percentage retained in 
grade 3 increased from 6.2 to 9.2; the percentage retained in 
grade 4 increased from 5.1 to 9.0; and the grade 5 rate 
increased from 5.4 to 9.5. 

f The BST is the principal, but not t?^". sole criterion in 
determining student promotion. Before this year, the data in 
this report show that the longer a test is in place at a 
specific grade level, the greater the number of retentions among 
students who fail to attain the BST standards. Howeve % among 

1985- 86 Compensatory/Remedial I'^rogram qualifiers, a reversal has 
been observed. When the BST was introduced at grade 2 in 1982, 
50 percent of the students failing to attain the standard were 
retained. By 1984 this proportion had increased to 71 percent. 
However, the current 1985 rate is 59 percent. Similarly, in the 
first year of the Grade 3 BST (1983), 42 percent of the students 
not achieving the standard were retained; in the second year 
(1984), 50 percent were retained. However, in the thi.'^d year 
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(1985) , 45 percent of those not meeting the standard were 
retained in the third grade. Grade 4 retention rates among 
compensatory/remedial qualifiers dropped from 46 percent in 1984 
(the first year of testing at that level) to 44 percent in 1985. 
The iriitial year of Grade 5 testing resulted in a 35 percent 
retention rate among program qualifiers. 

• Student participation in summer school compensatory/ remedial 
programs dees not appear to affect local school systems' 
proijotion visions. Among program qualifiers in grades 3-5, 
the promotion rates among students who did not attend summer 
school v/ere higher than that among summer school participants. 

• The BST has identified a small group uf students who have 
continuing difficulties in meeting the minimum standards. Among 
the students who failed to meet the standard on the Grade 2 BST 
in 1985, approximately 6 percent had previously received 
compensatory/remedial services. Among the grade 3 qualifiers, 
17 percent had previously received services. Approximately 27 
percent of those qualifying for grade 4 or 5 compensatory/ 
remedial education had been previous program participants. This 
consistent identification of students who cannot succeed at the 
minimum standards argues for the development of alternative 
programs to meet their unique needs. 
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